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made by the heathen idalBtors of his ittj, and which 
yam correspondent, " Sidraoh,* i» perhaps prepared to 

dei^nd, says •' But those persons seem to themselrea to 

belong to a more purified religion, who say — ' I worship 
neither an image nor a demon, but I regard the bodily 
fi^rare as the repretentative of that being whom I ought to 

worship And when, again, with regsunl to 

these, they [the more enlightened heathens] begin to be 
pressed hard on the point, that they worship bodies 
. . . . they are bold enough to answer, that they 
do not worship the bodies themselves, but the divinities 
which preside over and rule them." — Ang., in Psalm 
xciii., part 2. toI. iv., p. 1261. Paris, 16T9. " But 
some disputant comes forward, and,Tery wise in his own 
conceit, says — ' I do not worship that stone, nor that in- 
sensible image ; your prophet could not know that they 
have eyes and see not, and I be ignorant that that 
image neither hath a soul, nor sees with his eyes, nor 
hears with his ears. / do not worship that, but J adore 
what I see, and serve him whom I do not see.' And who 

is he ? a certain, iuTisible divinity, which presides over 

that image." — Aug., in Psalm xcvi., vol. iv., p. 1047. 
And, once again, Augustine says — " And lest any one 
should say, I do not worship the image, but that which 
the images signify, it is immediately added, and they 
worshipped and served the creature more than the 
creator. Now, understand well, they either worship 
the image or a creature ; he who worships the image 
converts the truth of God into a lie." — Aug., Serm. 
cxcvii., vol. v., p. 905. 

I might say much more on this, as also the entire re- 
pudiation by the early Church of the use of images in 
churches or elsewhere for religious purposes ; but 1 think 
enough has been given to supply matter for grave con- 
aideration for any Roman Catholic desirous of learning 
what the primitive Christians taught with respect to 
images. Will " Sidrach" pronounce St. Ambrose, St. 
Augustine, Lactantius, Arnobius, and Oriijen arch- 
heretics, for thus writing ? and is it possible that any of 
these great writers would have consented to the decree 
of the Council of Trent, which exhorted "all bishops, 
and others sustaining the office and charge of teaching, 
especially to instruct the faithful, that images of Christ, 
the Virgin, and other saints are to be had and retained, 
particularly in temples, . . . that due honour and 
veneration are to be awarded to them, because the 
honour which is shown them is referred to the proto- 
types which they represent; in such wise that the images 
which we kiss, and before which we uncover the head 
and prostrate ourselves, we adore Christ and venerate 
the saints, whose similitude they bear?" 

II. " Sidrach" speaks, as the Council of Trent does, 
of the *' due honour and veneration" which is to be 
paid to images ; but who is to know what amount of 
religious worship is sanctioned by the Church of Rome 
under the word "due?" "Sidrach" may repudiate 
direct idolatry ; but hear what Belliirmiue says on this 
subject, and he cannot be accused of misrepresenting 
the tenets of his church. In his treatise on " Sacred 
Images," book ii., ch. 20, he thus discusses the sub- 
ject; — "The question proposed is, with what sort of 
worship are images to be honoured ? There are three 
opinions." The first he rejects — namely, " that the 
faithful ought to do no more, with regard to images, 
than to worship before then : not to worship the image, 
but the protott/pe, the exemplar, the original, the Being 
of which the image is the representation.'' The second 
opinion, and which is the one under consideration, he 
in no wise objects to, and which is, " that the same 
honour is due to the image as to the exemplar; and thence, 
that the image of Christ is to be worshipped with the 
worship of Xutria (the species of worship rendered by 
Boman Catholics to the Most High God), the image of 
the Blessed Virgin with the worship of Hyperdulia, 
sad the images of the other saints with the worship of 
Dulia." Under this class he ranks the famous Boman 
Catholic theologians and divines — Alexander, the 
"blessed saint, St. Thomas Aquinas," Cardinal Caje- 
tan, the "blessed St. Bonaventure, Marsilius, Almayne, 
Carthusian, and others." With reference to Aquinas 
h may be as well to remark, that he justifies himself for 
giving the selfsame worship to the wooden cross as he 
gives to God himself by the ritual of his church. His 
words are — " We offer the supreme adoration of Latria 
to that Being in whom we place our hope of salvation ; 
but we place oar hope of salvation in the cross of Christ ; 
for the Church sings, ' Hail, O cross, our only hope in 
this time of passion, increase righteousness to the pious, 
and grant pardon to the guilty." Therefore, the cruts 
»f Chritt is to be adored with the supreme adoration of 
Latria." — Thos. Aquinas, Tlieo. Sum., part hi., Rome, 
1686, qusBst. 26, art. I — 4; and see Lib. iii., Bist. ix., 
Salat. iv., Venice, 1780. 

Lest it should be supposed that all this is mere figura- 
ttve language, the " Pontificale Uomauum" directs that 
tiie cross of the Pope's Legate be carried in the right 
band, giving aa a reason, " because Latria is due to it" 
IQoia debetor ei Latria. Romffi 1818, p. 468]. Aqui- 
aaa belonged to the Order of Dominicans ; so does the 
present Pope, and, if I mistake not. Dr. Wiseman also. 
Now, " in the Dominican Order, the degree correspond- 
ing' to that of doctor in the secular clergy, and also this 
titk» Qon&rred aa. these bf the Dominicana, through 



fecial privilege, u given upon a stipulatioB, oii OATB, 
to teach the doctrines of SL Thomas on every poiat." — 
Dublin Beview for Jane, 1850, p. 476. 

XLL Witb reference to the pretended miracles of hi» 
church, " Sidrach" expresses himself with earnest and. 
just indignation. He " utterly discards such absurd 
stories as the pretended miracles to which you refer, no 
matter how great the number of rogues or fools you 
name as a proof that they believed in them." He is too 
hasty in his condemnations. Does he not know that 
the present Pope himself admitted and recognised the 
truth of the wonderful winking statue of Rimini ? Is 
he aware that as wonderful stories as that told by your 
correspondent, relative to the " black virgin" catching 
the enemies' cannon balls, are related in the Roman 
Catholic priests' " vade mecum," the Breviary? Can 
he be aware that, in Liguori's " Glories of Mary" — a 
book in Ireland more common than tlie Bible — is replete 
with such "lying wonders?" and yet this very book is 
not only printed with the sanction of all the Roman 
Catholic clergy, including Cardinal Wiseman* himself, 
but is also most unequivocally accepted by the whole 
Roman Church, which had declared that there is not 
one word in it worthy of censure. f Let "Sidrach" 
procure one of the Dublin editions of this work, and he 
will find that popes, bishops, and priests come within 
his sweeping condemnation as ' ' rogues and fools." Had 
a Protestant used such language, he would have been 
called abusive and uncharitable. 

I am willing to believe that your correspondent, " Si- 
drach," and many other of our Christian brethren, are 
Roman Catholics only from education, prejudice, and 
ignorance of the true Gospel of Jesus Christ ; did they 
know the doctrines and teaching of their Church, and 
what true Protestantism is, they would cease to be 
members of the Roman Church ; and may God grant 
that your efforts, Mr. Editor, through your excellent 
journal, may, through his gracious assistance, be the 
means of enlightening our Boman Catholic brethren to 
the truth as it is in Jesus. 

I am, sir, your obedient servant, 

C. H. COI.I.ETTE. 



ON DIVORCE. 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sir — By reference to the leading article of my letter, 
published in the Lavman for December, 1852, it will 
be seen that I have admitted the connection of the 
Church of England with the State, and also the readi. 
ness of her ministers to re-marry divorced parties ; but 
permit me to say, that I have yet to learn, for you have 
not explained, by what Scripture authority these mar- 
riages are sanctioned. 

You say the legislature grants divorces in cases of 
adultery, and for no other cause. Our Saviour, in the 
Gospel, permits divorces for the same cause — adultery 
or fornication (Mat. v. 32) ; and hence it is plain, if a 
man put away his wife for any other cause, he cannot 
be said to have put her away by the authority of a di- 
vorce, or by permission either of the legislature or of 
the Church and ministers of Christ. If I understand you 
rightly, you assert that " the prohibition to marry 
applies only to her who is put away in this last-men- 
tioned manner." 

Now, this being the case, let me ask you, how can the 
prohibition, to marry apply to her who is already mar- 
ried, and to whom neither the Church nor the State 
can grant a divorce? 

The clause, " saving for the cou.se of fornication," is 
not an exception to any other principle or condition laid 
down by our Saviour in the text ; neither can it be un- 
derstood as permissive of a second marriage of the di- 
vert d parties ; but it is evidently in antithesis with the 
causes of divorce allowed by Moses (Deut. xxiv. 1), 
and with the many other causes which were subse 
quently admitted, and which the carnal Jews considered 
they should be allowed at pleasure, as Josephus bears 
testimony. 

For an additional illustration of this view of what you 
call a "special exception," allow me to direct your 
attention to (Mat. xix. 3, 9) where our Lord uses 
the same exception, "except it be for fornication," 
evidently as a precise, direct, and definite reply to the 
Pharisees' question, " Is it lawful for a man to put 
away his wife for every crime?" and thereby establish 
the fact, that for no cause, " except it be for fornica- 
tion," shall he be allowed to put her away ; and he adds, 
that " whosoever marrieth her that is put away doth 
commit adultery." Again (Mat. x. 2), the Pharisees 
" asked him, is it lawful for a man to put away his 
wife ?" Our Lord, anticipating the tempting interro- 
gatories of the Pharisees, declared, in his Sermon on 
the Mount, as explained above, that it cannot be law- 
ful, "saving for the cause of fornication," and refer- 
ring the Pharisees to Gen. ii. 24, for an answer; at the 
request of his disciples, when they were in the house 
alone, he explains the matter to them, as recorded in 

« Cardinal Wiseman has just put his seal of autboiity to tlie last 
edition of tbii work - London, Wullivorlti. IfiSS— -*We hereby ap- 
prove of this translation of ttie Gluries of Mary, and cordially re- 
commfud it to tlie raithl'ut. (Signed) N. Card. Wiseman, Arcbb. of 
Weatmimler." 

t See Bofflu Cattaalie Calendar forl84S, p. 167. 



Mark x. II, 12, omitting the ezceptionary phrase. Tha 
exception is also omitted in Luke xvi. 18 ; but from thA 
seeming discrepancy of diction between these two teztl# 
I presume no man will maintain that the evangeliltft 
established conflicting points of doctrine, or that they 
did not all understand this subject in the same way. 
St. Paul (in 1 Cor. viL 10, U) inculcates the same doc- 
trine, and he adds, " let her remain nnmarried, or be 
reconciled to her htisband." 

Now, it is plain St. Patil never would have counselled 
the woman to be reconciled to her husband, without 
being re-married, if the first marriage had been dissolved 
by the separation or divorce ot' the parties. 

I find the re-marrying of divorced parties strictly 
prohibited by the " canons ecclesiastical" of the Iii^ 
Church, to which I beg to call your attention. 

The 55th canon provides, that " in all sentences pro. 
nounced only for divorce and separation, a Thoro et 
Mensa, there shall be a caution and restraint inserted 
in the act of the said sentence, that the parties so sepa- 
rated shall lire chastely and continently ; neither shall 
they, during each other's Ufe. contract matrimony with 
any other person ; and for the better observing of thi* 
last clause, the said sentence of divorce shall not b» 
pronounced until the party or parties requiring tba 
same have good and sufllcient caution, and security into 
the court, that they will not any way break or trans* 
gross the said restraint or prohibition." 

By your own admission, the doctrine of the Church 
of England at present, as regards divorces and the re- 
niarrying of the parties, is entirely at variance with the 
dictates of this canon. Does not this look somewhat 
like a developing principle? 

If, in the foregoing lines, I have mistaken your view» 
of any point, I am open to conviction, and shall gladly 
acknowledge my error, if pointed out ; and as my 
object is fair and impartial discussion, and studiously 
to avoid everything that might give offence, I hope I 
have used "the sound word that cannot be blamed" 
(Tit. ii. 8), that truth may be established, until we all 
meet in the unity of faith, and of the knowledge of the 
Son of God — Ephes. iv. 13. 

I am, sir, with sincere regard. 

Your obedient servant, 

Edmond Power. 

The subject referred to in the above letter w^as at first 
introduced by us incidentally and briefly, merely to il- 
lustrate another question. It was never intended by n* 
as a prominent subject of discussion in our pages, to 
which it is not suited. We should have declined to con- 
tinue such a discussion ; but our correspondent's letter i»' 
written in so calm and candid a spirit of discussion that we 
are most unwilling to refuse insertion to anything that 
comes from him. We, therefore, insert his letter, with 
a brief reply to its arguments, which must conclude this 
subject; and we do so in the hope that our correspon. 
dent will then turn his attention to the greater and 
more important subjects, for the discussion of which our 
paper was established. In discussing those great sub- 
jects we shall be happy to have the assistance of a 
writer so dispassionate and so intelligent. 

The strength of our correspondent's argument appears 
to us to lie in this — he rightly says that Christ's law 
does not allow of divorce except for adultery or fornica- 
tion, and, therefore, if a man put away his wife for any 
other cause, &c., the marriage between them still exists. 
And he says — " Now, this being the case, let me ask 
you, how can the ;jro-hibition to marry apply to her 
who is already married, and to whom neither the Church 
nor the State can grant a divorce?" And hence he con* 
eludes, that our Saviour's prohibition to a divorced wo- 
man to marry cannot be intended of any but of het who 
is divorced for adultery. We hope Mr. Power will 
think this a fair statement of his argument ; and we 
answer it thus — In the place in question (Matt. T, 
31), our Saviour said — " It hath been said, whosoever 
shall put away his wife, let him give her a bill of di- 
vorce. " And from St. Mark x. 3 and 4, we find that 
it was in the law of Moses that this was said : and if we 
look for it in the law of Moses, we find it in Deuter- 
onomy xxiv. 1. In verse 2 we find that the woman so 
put away was permitted to be married to another man ; 
or, at least, that such was the practice. We are satis- 
fied that the former is the right interpretation of the 
verse, but the latter is quite sufl[icient for our present 
practice. So, when our Saviour spoke, it was a pre- 
vailing practice among those he spoke to, to marry wo- 
men who were divorced from their husbands for other 
causes besides adultery. A nd could anything be more 
necessary than for our Saviour, in establishing his law, 
to forbid this practice for the future? This was the ap- 
plication which we gave of tlie passage. Mr. Power, 
in his argument above stated, thinks that there could 
not have been any room for our Saviour to have spoken 
the words in that sense ; but we have shown that there 
was an absolute necessity for our Saviour to speak the 
words in that sense ; and, therefore, we conclude that 
this really was the sense of them. 

Mr. Power has mistaken the meaning of the 55th 
canon of the Church of Ireland, which he quotes. Any 
one conversant with the law of our courts will tell him 
that the " divorce" there spoken of is not meant of 
"divorce" in the sense of dissolving a marriage. It is. 
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in &ct, only a lenteme of the court that neither party 
■hftU have a right to force the other to live -with them ; 
but the manage still exists, notwithstanding such sen- 
tence : and, therefore, in such a divorce, Becority not to 
marry another is properly taken. 

°Oar practice is this, and with the statement of it we 
moBt close the discnssion of the subject; if the legisla- 
ture grant a divorce "a vinculo matrimonii" for a 
cause for which Christ allows divorce to be granted, we 
consider that marriage at an end ; for divorce puts an 
end to marriage. But if the legislature should grant a 
divorce when Christ forbids it, we conceive Church of 
England clergy would refuse to marry the parties to any 
others, because Christ says that is adultery j it is a 
marrying again, while a former marriage is still in force 
by the laws of Christ. But no such case as this has 
ever happened in the Church of England. We have 
already expressed our opinion that such cases have hap- 
pened in the Church of Home. 

There is another point which Mr. Power would do 
■well to consider ; he says — " Our Saviour, in the Gospel, 
permits divorce for the same cause, adultery or fornica- 
tiou — Matt. V. 32." In this he is quite right. But the 
Church of Rome refuses to permit divorce for that cause. 
And why ? because, they say, it would be contrary 
to the nature of marriage, as a sacrament instituted by 
Christ. Does the Church of Rome know the nature of 
Christ's sacraments better than Christ himself did? 
When her doctrines about marriage forces her to deny 
what Christ himself allows, is it not clear that her doc- 
trine about marriage most be wrong? This is certainly 
a stronger proof against her doctrine than any that can 
be brought against tlie Church of England and Ireland. 

We trust we sliall hear from Mr. Power in future, on 
some of the great questions which concern every man's 
faith and practice towards God. It was for the discus- 
sion of these that our journal was established. 



ON THE FIVE DISPUTED S.4.CRAMENTS. 

TO THE EDITOR OP THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sir — I beg to refer your correspondent, "J. F. G.," 
to the following portions of Scripture, which (it is argued 
by individual Roman Catholics) sustain the Divine insti- 
tution of the five disputed sacraments, viz: — 

Penance John xx. 22, 23 — " He (Christ) breathed 

on them, and he said unto them, Receive ye the Holy 
Ghost, whose sins you shall forgive they are forgiven 
them : and whose sins you shall retain they are retained." 
—See also 2 Cor. ii. 10. 

Matrihont Matt. xix. 6 — " Therefore now they 

are not two, but one flesh ; what, therefore, God hath 
joined toother, let no man put asunder." — See also 
Eph. V. 23, 24, 25, and 32. 

CoNFiBHATioN. — Matt. xix. 13 and 15 — *' Then were 
little children presented to him, that he should impose 
bands upon them and pray, and the disciples rebuked 
them. But Jesus said to them, SutTer the little chil- 
dren, and forbid them not to come to me, for the 
kingdom of Heaven is for such. And when he im- 
posed hands upon them be departed from thence." See 

also Acts viii. 14, 15, 16, 17- 

Holt Orders. — Matt. x. 7 — "And going, preach, 
saying. The kingdom of Heaven is at hand." — See also 
Acts vi. 6. and xiii. 3. 

Extreme Unction Matt. x. 1 — "And having called 

bis twelve disciples together, he gave them power over 
unclean spirits to cast them out, and to heal all manner 
of diseases, and all manner of infirmities." And 8th verse 
—" Heal the sick, raise the dead, cleanse the lepers, cast 
out devils : freely have yon received, freely give." — See 
also James v. 14, 15. 

Trusting that you, sir, or some of yonr correspondents, 
will analyze the above in such a way as to ascertain, by 
tbe assistance of God's Holy Spirit, where the truth is, 
I am, sir, your obedient servant, 

J. B. 

In reply to the above letter, we would observe that, in 
considering the question of the sacraments of the Church 
of Borne, and the proof of those sacraments, we must 
keep in mind what the Church of Rome means by a 
sacrament. 

They hold, first, that a sacrament must have been in. 
stituted by Christ himself. This is evident from their pro. 
Bouncing a curse upon any one who denies that any of 
their seven sacraments was instituted by Christ himself. — 
Council of Trent, Sess. vii.. Can. 1. 

Secondly, they hold that two things are essential to the 
existence of a sacrament — ^namely, the form and the 
MATTER of the sacrament — " The matter and the form, 
in which the essence of a sacrament is perfected." — Council 
of Trent, Sess. xiv.. Cap. 2. 

Now, if a sacrament cannot exist without form and mat- 
ter, it is clear that a sacrament cannot be instituted 
nntil the form and matter are instituted. 

Take the sacramentof Baptism, for example. Tbe/orm 
consists of the words — " 1 baptize thee in the name of 
the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost." The 
matter is water, with which the person is baptized. Why 
do we say that Christ instituted this sacrament ? Is it 
not because St. Matthew tells us that Christ appointed 
his Apostles to baptize with water (for so the Greek 
word expresses), using these words ? 



Bi;t if it did not appear that Christ ever directed these 
words to be used, or water to be so applied ; and if it 
further appeared that neither these words nop water bad 
been used in the Church for a thousand years after, could 
a«y one say that Baptism had been instituted by Christ ? 
Would not every one say, that if the essence of the sacra- 
ments consisted in these words and this matter, that 
the sacrament itself could not have been instituted until 
this form and matter were introduced and commanded ? 

We, therefore, think it a self-evident maxim, that a 
sacrament can be instituted only by instituting and com- 
manding the form and the matter. 

If this be so, the question, whether Christ instituted any 
sacrament, is simply a question whether Christ instituted 
the,/brm and matter of the sacrament. 

Now, take the " Sacrament of Penance." What is its 

form ? The Council of Trent answers " The TOBM of 

the Sacrament of Penance, m which chiefli) its force 
is situated, is placed in those words of the minister. 
Ego te absolvo," &c. (that is, / absolve thee) ; and 
this is held of such importance that the great Doctor, 
Thomas Aquinas, says — " It would not be sufficent 
to say — Almighty God have mercy on thee, or, God 
grant unto thee absolution arid forgiveness, because 
by these words tbe priest doth npt signify that the absolu- 
tion is done, but seeks that it may be done." Thorn. .part 

3, qusest. 84, art. 3, ad. 1. 

Now, the question is, did our Saviour, in the passage 
which our correspondent quotes, appoint his Apostles to use 
the words — ' ' I absolve thee" — as the form of a sacrament ? 
If he did not, he did not institute the Sacrament of 
Penance as now held in the Church of Rome, because that 
sacrament consists chiefly in the use of those words. Now, 
this /orm of words is not there directed by our Saviour to 
be used ; and we are certain that this form of words was 
never used by any priest in reconciling penitents for 
more than a thousand years after Christ. No ancient 
liturgy contains the form — " I absolve thee." All ancient 
liturgies contain the form, "God absolve thee," or " God 
forgive thee," which words, it is acknowledged in the 
Church of Rome, do not constitute a sacrament. 

Here we conclude, that the modern Sacrament of 
Penance was not instituted by Christ in the above words, 
and that it never existed, or could exist, until the form, 
*' I absolve thee," was introduced more than a thousand 
years after Christ. 

The same may be said about the matter of this sacra- 
ment. The Council of Trent declares that "satisfaction" 
is part of the matter of the Sacrament of Penance. 
The Catechism of the Council of Trent, explaining this 
"satisfaction," says — "Satisfaction is the full payment 
of a debt ; for when satisfaction is made nothing remains 
to be supplied .... Hence, theologians make use 
of the word satisfaction to signify the compensation made 
by man to God, by doing something in atonement for the 
sins which he has committed." Now, did Christ, in the 
words in question (John xx. 22, 23), appoint our own 
satisfaction for our own sins, or the atonement which men 
make for their own sins, to be the " matter" of a sacra- 
ment ? There is not one word said there about any such 
" satisfaction ;" and, on the contrary, we are taught, in 
many places, that Christ came to make atonement and 
satisfaction for our sins, because it was not possible for 
man to satisfy for sin himself. 

Here we conclude again, that if Christ did not institute 
the " matter" of this sacrament as now held in the Church 
of Rome, he did not institute the sacrament itself, because 
a sacrament, according to the Church of Rome, can only 
consist in the "form" and •' matter" of the sacrament. 

It may be plainer to some persons to state tbe thing 
thus — " Is there one word in the passage under considera- 
tion (John XX. 22, 23) about penaiice at all ? How, then, 
can these words be an institution of tbe Sacrament of 
Penance?" 

We have spoken already of the real force and mean- 
ing of that passage, and we shall take an opportunity of 
domg so again shortly. It is sufficient for our present 
purpose to show that those words cannot be the institu- 
tion of the form and matter of the Sacrament of Pe- 
nance. 

The passage which onr correspondent refers to, from 
2 Cor. ii. lU, plainly relates to excommunication, and 
restoring again to the commiuion of the faithful, which 
no one takes to be a sacrament. 

MATRIMONT. 

If our correspondent will examine the passage which he 
quotes (Matthew xix. 6), he will find that our Saviour 
was simply explaining the nature of God's institution of 
marriage at the creation of man, and restoring that in- 
stitution to what God at first had made it. Will any one 
say that marriage, as it subsisted between Adam and 
Eve, was a sacrament of the Gospel ? And if our Saviour 
only restored it to that same state in which it was at first 
instituted, how did that make it a sacrament ? 

Can any one tell us what are the "form" and "matter" of 
matrimony, as a sacrament in the Church of Rome ? The 
Council of Trent did not venture to say anything of this. 
They say a sacrament consists in " form and matter ;" 
but what can be the " form and matter" in matrimony they 
could not tell. How, then, could they know it to be a 
sacrament ? 

There are some curious things about this sacrament. 
Up to tbe Council of Trent, 15^, it was not necessary ia 



the Church of Rome that marriage should be celebrated 
by a priest — any two persotis making an agreement to- 
gether between themselves to be man and wife, constituted 
a valid marriage. Was matrimony then a sacrament? 
It seems strange that any two persons could make a sacra- 
ment wiihont a priest ; but if it was not a sacrament then, 
how old is the sacrament now ? 

If sacraments "confer grace," as the Church of Rome 
says they do, it seems strange that it should be a holier 
state to be witliout one of tbe sacraments of the Gospel 
than to have it. 

Our correspondent also refers to the Epistle of the 
Ephesians, chap, v., verses 23, 24, 25, 32. The whole 
force of this argument depends on the word " sacrament," 
in verse 32. We think the Greek wt.rd here should 
be translated " mystery." It seems to us wholly arbitrary 
to put in the word sacrament here, and evidently done to 
serve a purpose. This seems to us very important, be^ 
cause we believe this is the only place in the present 
Donay Bible in which the word ' ' sacrament" occurs. 
It is so important that we will give it a separate paper 
to itself in our next number. We only say here, that 
St. Paul cannot mean to say that verse 31 is " a great 
sacrament," as the Uouay Bible seem.s to say ; because 
verse 31 is only the words of the original institution of 
marriage between Adam and Eve, which the Chturch 
of Rome herself confesses was not a sacrament at all. 
And St. Paul expressly says, in verse 32, that he speaks 
fif XpwTOV, Kai US rqv tticXijffinv, which can only 
mean "concerning Christ and the Church." We have 
an instance of this use of the preposition etc in Acts 
ii. 25 — " For David speaks itg avrov" which the Donay 
Bible translates "concerning Him" (Christ). It is 
certainly of tbe union of Christ and his Church that 
St. Paul says " it is a great mystery," and not of the 
marriage of a man and his wife. 

Our space forbids us to enter on the other sacraments 
now, but we will consider them in our next number. 

We cannot now conclude without expressing the great 
pleasure which we feel atthe calm, and earnest, and dispas- 
sionate tone apparent in our correspondent's short letter. 
We hope to hear from him oft«n in the same style. And 
we again commend this to his consideration, that if, as 
the Church of Rome says, sacraments can only consist in 
their " form and matter," then nothing can be a proof 
that Christ instituted a sacrament, unless it proves that 
Christ instituted the " form and matter" of that sacra- 
ment. 

THE ROCK OF THE CHURCH. 
Matt. xvi. 18 — Douay Version. 
Sir — It must be allowed that if St. Peter was to be the 
rock on which the Church was to be built, it would hav» 
been of vast importance that such a fact should be uni- 
versally known. Is it pDssible, then, that not only St. 
Luke and St. John, but St. Mark also, who is supposed 
to have been with St. Peter when he wrote his Goapel, 
would have omitted in their narrations the only text in 
the Bible which can be at all supposed to convey such an 
idea ? How do those who look to St. Peter as the rock 
of the Christian religion explain this ? 

Yours obediently, 
S. 



"ARE THE MISSIONARIES DOING ANYTHING 

IN INDIA?" 
This question was asked me by a lady not long since. 
" Why, madam, may I ask," I replied, ** do you doubt their 
doing 'anything? Do you read the missionary regis* 
ters and reports? "Sometimes I do; but Colonel C, 
whom I lately met, and who has just returned from India, 
after spending thirty years there, assured me he had 
never seen a missionary, and that I must not believe ths 
reports which are got up in London, simply to rob simple 
folk of their money." It is hard to say in what part of 
India "Colonel C. " may have served, or in what sort of 
society he took delight. If he was a gay and worldly man, 
who frequented balls and billiard tables, it is probable 
that he knew as little about the operations of missiona- 
ries in India as bis Excellency's aid-de-camps at the 
Castle in Dublin are likely to know of those in Kerry or 
Connemai^. 

India is a large place, and the occupations of Europeans 
there are as diverse from each other as they are in 
Britain ; and it is quite possible for an officer in the East 
India Company's Service to have lived at stations unoccu- 
pied by missionaries, or even if at the same station with 
them, to he unacquainted both with their persons and 
their operations. To show, however, that missionaries 
and their labours are not, in every instance, the mere 
produce of imagination, I will narrate a little incident 
which occurred to myself one morning in the month of 
February, A.D. 1851, in the vicinity of Ahmednogur, 
a large city in the presidency of Bombay. 

My tents were pitched outside the town of Yewla, som* 
miles north of Ahmednugnr ; the hour was early — the son 
not long risen — and I had just returned from a ride, when, 
at tbe door of my tent, I was accosted, in the Maratha 
language, by a respectable looking individual, apparently 
a Bramin. I asked bis business: he informed me that 
he was a Christian, converted by the American missiona- 
ries at Ahmednugur, and that he, with three other ooo- 
verts, were travelling through tbe conntry, selling books 



